Thursday, January 10, 2008

Bureau of Land Management

Western Oregon Plan Revisions
P.O. Box 2965
Portland, Oregon 97208
www.blm.gov/or/plans/wopr

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Western Oregon Plan Revision

To whom it may concern:


Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the BLM’s Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR).  I oppose the BLM’s “Preferred Alternative” (Alternative 2), and support the “No Action Alternative.”  I join the Environmental Protection Agency, scientists, outdoorsmen, hunters, anglers, over 25 Oregon environmental groups, and thousands of Oregonians who have grave concerns that the changes that the BLM is proposing to increase timber receipts on O & C Lands will unravel the protections of the Northwest Forest Plan for Oregon forests, streams, and wildlife.

How can the BLM eliminate protection for old growth forests (stands containing trees over 150 years old) without undermining the Northwest Forest Plan, and violating the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLPMA), among other laws?  
90% of the old growth forests that covered western Oregon two centuries ago have been cut down.  Most of the remaining 10% was set aside for permanent protections by the Northwest Forest Plan in 1994.  It’s shocking to think that 25% of BLM land in western Oregon would be subject to logging under the WOPR, with an increase in logging of 700%!  Statewide, 24% of logging under the BLM’s WOPR “preferred plan” would target trees 200 years old and older.

Logging 1.2 million acres (and building 1,000 miles of new logging roads) could have a huge negative impact on watersheds (salmon streams, drinking water, water storage, and flood control), wildlife, recreation, hunting, fishing, tourism, and property values, turning these intact, complex ecosystems into dried out tree farms more prone to wildfires, invasive species, and landslides. 
According to the Fourth Assessment Report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC):  “Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now evident from observations of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread melting of snow and ice, and rising global average sea level.  Eleven of the last twelve years (1995-2006) rank among the twelve warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface temperature (since 1850).  The 100-year linear trend (1906-2005) of 0.74 [0.56 to 0.92]°C is larger than the corresponding trend of 0.6 [0.4 to 0.8]°C (1901-2000) given in the Third Assessment Report (TAR). The temperature increase is widespread over the globe, and is greater at higher northern latitudes.  Land regions have warmed faster than the oceans.”  How does the WOPR address this very important issue?
I understand that the BLM has been under pressure from the federal government to increase timber receipts, but I feel that their preferred alternative would decimate existing vital habitat and services provided by the native and old growth stands of trees.  Have the services that these stands provide (habitat for thousands of species, water storage and filtering, flood and landslide control, natural regeneration, carbon sequestration, global climate change mitigation, etc.) been taken into consideration?  I’m concerned that the long-term benefits that these stands provide will be sacrificed for short-term profits.  
Why not seek timber revenue from 2nd and 3rd growth tree plantations, and leave the older trees intact?  Nationally, we have seen a drop in the housing market, which directly impacts the timber market.  Has that drop in demand for lumber been taken into consideration in the WOPR?  

Perhaps we should ask our communities to find creative ways to replace those timber payments.  Benton County recently passed a public safety levy that will replace some of the lost timber revenue.  Prior to that, Benton County Commissioners created a reserve fund of $2.2 million.

I also appreciate the concern for wildfires and beetle infestations decimating existing forest stands--as the forests dry out with climate change, we may see an increase in both of these phenomena.  I agree that there is a need to thin some of the over-planted, under 150-year-old tree farms, but any thinning needs to be done in a manner that protects habitat and watersheds, and prevents landslides and flooding.  The recent flooding and landslides we have seen in Oregon and Washington are a testament to how these events can greatly impact people, communities, land, and animals beyond the immediate area.  

Lastly, these old growth forests (with trees over 150 years old) are essential to our recreational and aesthetic needs, and to the beauty and health of Oregon--assets which are enjoyed by residents and visitors alike.  

In addition to the specific remarks I have provided, my comments also further incorporate, by reference, the comments on the WOPR Draft EIS submitted by the Coast Range Association and twenty-three other groups.  The full coalition comments document (172 pages) is available as a Frashpaper document on the Coast Range Association’s web site at:  
http://www.coastrange.org/WOPRDEISComments.

 HYPERLINK "http://www.coastrange.org/WOPRDEISComments.html" html.

Sincerely,

Linda Hunn

3085 NW Autumn Street

Corvallis, OR  97330

(541) 753-9312

Linda_hunn@yahoo.com
CC: 

Governor Ted Kulongoski 
160 State Capitol, 900 Court Street, Salem, Oregon 97301-4047
Benton County Commmissioner Annabelle Jaramillo 
408 SW Monroe Street, Corvallis, OR  97333

Oregon Congressional delegation:

Senator Ron Wyden 
1220 SW 3rd Ave., Suite 585, Portland, OR 97204

Senator Gordon Smith 
121 SW Salmon St., Suite 1250, Portland, OR 97204

Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-4th)
405 East 8th Ave. #2030, Eugene, OR 97401

Rep. Greg Walden (R-2nd) 
843 East Main Street, Ste 400, Medford, OR 97504

Rep. Earl Blumenhauer (D-3rd) 
729 N.E. Oregon St., Suite 115,  Portland, OR 97232

Rep. Darlene Hooley (D-5th)
315 Mission Street SE #101, Salem, Oregon 97302
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